
Abstract

The recent and very useful edition of Rosa Luxemburg’s economic works compiled 
by Peter Hudis (The Complete Works of Rosa Luxemburg) left out one essay: her 
review of the first volume of Karl Marx’s Theories of Surplus Value, edited by 
Karl Kautsky in 1905. While book reviews are nowadays a minor genre usually 
limited to a short length, that was not the case when Luxemburg wrote her essay: 
her review – published in Vorwärts, the daily of the Social Democratic Party of 
Germany (SPD), just before the outbreak of the Russian Revolution of 1905 – was 
extensive and dealt with a variety of theoretical and political issues. We offer 
the first critical edition in English of this work, setting it against the background 
of Rosa Luxemburg’s previous works and of the revisionist controversy within 
the SPD and the Second International, as well as contextualizing it within the 
framework of contemporary polemics with bourgeois economics, particularly with 
the German historical school and with marginalism. We also offer a comparison 
between the methodological issues raised by Luxemburg in her review and those 
raised by Rudolf Hilferding in his review of the third and last volume of Marx’s 
Theories of Surplus Value, published in 1911. We close with a brief assessment of 
the place of Luxemburg’s essay in the later development of her economic thought, 
concluding with The Accumulation of Capital, published in 1913.
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Introduction
If it is the task and object of political economy to explain the laws of the origin, development 
and spread of the capitalist mode of production, it is an unavoidable consequence that it must 
as a further consequence also discover the laws of the decline of capitalism, which just like 
previous economic forms is not of eternal duration, but is simply a transitional phase of history, 
a rung on the endless ladder of social development. The doctrine of the emergence of capitalism 
thus logically turns into the doctrine of the decline of capitalism, the science of the mode of 
production of capital into the scientific foundation of socialism, the theoretical means of the 
bourgeoisie’s domination into a weapon of the revolutionary class struggle for the liberation of 
the proletariat. (Luxemburg 1925 in Hudis 2013: 141)

The recent and very useful edition of Rosa Luxemburg’s economic works edited by 
Peter Hudis (2013, 2015) left out one essay: her review of the first volume of Karl Marx’s 
Theories of Surplus Value, first edited by Karl Kautsky in 1905 (see Appendix). While 
book reviews are nowadays a minor genre, that was not the case when Luxemburg wrote 
her essay: the article was extensive and dealt with a variety of theoretical and political 
issues. This is the first edition in English of her review, which contains in a condensed 
form many of her former concerns and at the same time announces some of the lines of 
work she would subsequently pursue. We will focus on her remarks on the method of 
Marxist political economy.

Rosa Luxemburg’s early economic writings
Luxemburg started working on economics as a PhD student in Zürich, under the direc-
tion of an economist from the German historical school, Julius Wolf. Her dissertation 
was technically on Staatswissenchaften (political science), but its subject was clearly politi-
cal economy. Her main goal was to support with vast empirical evidence a political the-
sis, namely that the economic integration of Russia and Poland had made Polish 
independence both unfeasible and undesirable:

The capitalist fusing of Poland and Russia is engendering as its end result that which has been 
overlooked to the same degree by the Russian government, the Polish bourgeoisie, and the 
Polish nationalists: the union of the Polish and Russian proletariats as the future receiver in the 
bankruptcy of, first, the rule of Russian tsarism, and then the rule of Polish-Russian capital. 
(Luxemburg 1898, in Hudis 2013: 74)

However, as Nettl states, the work was ‘Marxist only by implication’ (Nettl 1966: 
106); it is interesting as a piece of economic history and for its political conclusions, but 
the academic framework in which she worked meant that she did not openly pose 
Marxist methodological questions in this book.

Social Reform or Revolution? was the first work in which Luxemburg elaborated upon 
the Marxist method in political economy.1 The polemic with Bernstein is best known for 
its defence of revolutionary Marxism in the controversy between revisionists and ‘ortho-
dox’ in the Second International. Bernstein elaborated his ideas in his book The 
Preconditions of Socialism and the Tasks of Social Democracy, according to which there was 
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a tendency to the attenuation of the main contradictions of capitalism. Bernstein argued 
that Marx’s labour theory of value was mistaken, since the rate of profit had not fallen 
nor had unemployment significantly increased; that the emergence of trusts and cartels, 
as well as the development of the credit system, facilitated more rational control of eco-
nomic phenomena, thereby diminishing the prospect of a general crisis of capitalism; 
that joint-stock ownership also contributed to social stability by expanding the number 
of members of the possessing classes; that the greater economic stability generated by the 
new Anpassungsmittel (‘means of adaptation’) of capitalism and the extension of owner-
ship discouraged class-consciousness; and that if socialism was neither economically nor 
politically inevitable, it could only come about by virtue of its ethical superiority over 
capitalism. Bernstein concluded that a parliamentary democracy based on universal suf-
frage represented the best alternative to violent revolution.

Luxemburg disputed these points one by one, arguing that, if cartels and credit could 
delay crises, they ultimately intensified their depth and scope. Credit, like money, com-
modities, and capital, was an organic link of capitalist economy at a certain stage of its 
development and, at the same time, an instrument of destruction, since it aggravated the 
internal contradictions of capitalism. She also disputed Bernstein’s ideas about the 
growth of the middle classes, noticing that property over capital could be distributed by 
the share system, but that this also implied the appearance of gigantic capitalist eco-
nomic units. Bernstein’s theory pulled all these details out of their living context. From 
this analysis, she drew a methodological conclusion, namely the need to analyse all the 
‘manifestations of contemporary economic life as they appear in their organic relation-
ship with the whole of capitalist development, with the complete economic mechanism 
of capitalism’ (Luxemburg 1908 in Scott 2008: 70). In her view, Bernstein’s theory was 
rooted in the perspective of the individual capitalist advocated by vulgar economics, 
which believed that it was ‘possible to regulate capitalist economy. And in the manner of 
Bernstein, it arrives in time at the desire to palliate the contradictions of capitalism’ 
(Luxemburg 1908; in Scott 2008: 71–72). She closed by criticizing Bernstein’s rejection 
of the theory of collapse (Zusammenbruch). In her own words:

Bernstein began his revision of the Social Democratic program by abandoning the theory of 
capitalist breakdown. But since the breakdown of bourgeois society is a cornerstone of scientific 
socialism, the rejection of this cornerstone logically led Bernstein to the breakdown of the 
whole socialist doctrine (because) without the breakdown of capitalism, the expropriation of 
the capitalist class is impossible.

In her view, Bernstein’s conclusion was intrinsically related to his rejection of dialec-
tics, to his theoretical eclecticism and to his abandonment of a proletarian viewpoint in 
favour of progressive-bourgeois political ideas (Luxemburg 1908, in Scott 2008: 
96–99).2

The German historical school
After the disintegration of the classical school, bourgeois economics had taken two main 
roads: one trend, the psychological school, rejected the labour theory of value and 
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advocated instead a subjective theory of value based on the marginal utility considerations 
of individual consumers – the so-called ‘marginalism’ or ‘Austrian school’ of economics.3 
Another trend disposed with the search for economic laws altogether and confined itself 
to produce monographs on economic history – this was the so-called German ‘historical 
school’, whose best-known representative was Werner Sombart.4 In an article published in 
1900, Luxemburg criticized the basic premise of the historical school, which was to deny 
the possibility of a universal economic science, because it considered that economic 
behaviour depended on culture and tradition. The founders of the historical school repu-
diated the deductive method, claiming allegiance to the historical-inductive method, ana-
lysing only particular historical situations and arguing for the impossibility of drawing 
general conclusions.

‘Back to Adam Smith!’ (1900) was the title of Rosa Luxemburg’s review of a book by 
the German economist Richard Schüller, Die Wirthschaftspolitik der historischen Schule 
(The Economic Policy of the Historical School). Schüller argued that the key to the success 
of classical political economy lay in the use of the ‘deductive’ method and that the aban-
donment of that method (and of any fixed or universal principles in political economy) 
by the historical school had led to theoretical barrenness. Luxemburg believed that, 
before issuing a call for a return to the method of classical political economy, it was nec-
essary to explain the reasons for its abandonment by the German historical school and 
for the latter’s persistent influence, despite its theoretical weakness. The classical school 
had predominated in Germany in the period of the Stein-Hardenberg Reforms (bour-
geois reforms implemented in Prussia 1807–1814 under the impact of the military 
defeats during the Napoleonic Wars). Those reforms had partially eliminated some of the 
main features of feudal society ‘from above’, without giving birth to a strong bourgeoisie 
or a correspondingly strong liberal political movement. Thus, they elicited two kinds of 
reaction: the first by the Junker class, expressed in the romantic school of political econ-
omy, which criticized bourgeois reforms and claimed for a return to the principles of 
feudal natural economy (a school akin to the reactionary government that came to power 
after the Congress of Vienna); the second by the traditional, guild-belonging middle 
classes, which protested the effects of the reforms without wanting to go back to feudal-
ism, fostering an eclectic and incoherent viewpoint. This latter trend was continued by 
the ‘new German historical school’, although socially, it represented a different social 
layer: the German bourgeoisie, which was no longer interested in laying bare the laws of 
the capitalist mode of production. On the contrary, due to the growing class struggle the 
interest of the bourgeoisie was to mystify those laws (Luxemburg 1900 in Day and Gaido 
2018: 382–385).

Luxemburg therefore argued that a way out of the dead-end in which political econ-
omy found itself could not be found just by returning to the deductive method of classi-
cal political economy. Schüller understood this method as consisting in ‘applying 
commonly accepted principles to research’, specifically ‘freedom of economic activity, 
freedom of movement, and freedom of trade’. But the romantic school could also pro-
ceed from fixed principles, such as patrimonial jurisdiction and servitude, which were of 
equal value. The key issue was that the principles of classical political economy corre-
sponded to the needs of social development during the golden era of capitalism; it neces-
sarily involved a ‘concept of the universal human normality of capitalist commodity 
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economy’. Overcoming this viewpoint required an analysis of the historical character of 
capitalist production. For example, in respect to labour, Ricardo had seen the value-
producing character of labour as something natural, but Marx had explained that this 
was an abstraction corresponding to given social conditions (commodity production), 
thus distinguishing between concrete individual labour and undifferentiated abstract 
social labour (Luxemburg 1900 in Day and Gaido 2018: 386–388). Luxemburg argued 
that in order to distinguish ‘statically, the double-sided character of labour’, Marx first 
had to distinguish ‘dynamically, in historical sequence, the commodity producers from 
the working people in general; that is, he had to recognise commodity production merely 
as a specific historical form’. In order to do that, Marx ‘had to turn the metaphysical 
deduction of the classics into its opposite, into dialectical deduction’ (Luxemburg 1900 in 
Day and Gaido 2018: 388). It was therefore impossible for bourgeois economics to 
return to the assumptions of the classical school: the only way forward was provided by 
Marx’s analysis, which for class reasons official economics could not accept.

Rosa Luxemburg’s and Rudolf Hilferding’s reviews 
of Marx’s Theories of Surplus Value
Luxemburg produced no new economic works during the following 5 years, but in 1905 
she offered again methodological insights into Marxist economics in her review of the 
publication by Karl Kautsky of the first volume of Marx’s Theories of Surplus Value, which 
we are now making available to the English-speaking public. Reviews are sometimes seen 
as a marginal literary form, but they were a very important literary genre in the socialist 
parties of the Second International, where they served to popularize the main concepts 
and conclusions of abstruse theoretical works that regular party members could not nor-
mally study in full, since they usually lacked the necessary time and educational back-
ground. Also, as we have tried to show in previous work (Day and Gaido 2018), the 
study of reviews can offer insights into the process of gradual discovery and reinterpreta-
tion of Marxist theory by socialist theoreticians, as they gained growing access to Marx’s 
works. Finally, socialist authors did not write reviews just in order to summarize the 
content of a book, but usually also used them as weapons to carry on ongoing debates 
and polemics.

In this article, Luxemburg stresses how the investigation of the origins of the concept 
of surplus value goes far beyond a mere historical exposition of its development, because 
surplus value is the central driving mechanism of capitalism. She highlighted the impor-
tance of Marx’s exposition of the concept of productive labour, which made it possible to 
contrast clearly the historical method of Marx, which analysed the productivity of labour 
as stemming from specific historical conditions, with the method of bourgeois economics 
that dealt with such matters through arbitrary definitions. She also highlighted the impor-
tance of Appendix II in the German edition of the first volume of Theories of Surplus 
Value, where Marx analysed step-by-step the problem of the distribution of value between 
different departments of capitalist production, ending with the exposition in Volume II of 
Capital of ‘his original theory of the exchange between the production of articles of con-
sumption and the production of means of production’. She offers here clues about her 
subsequent interest in the problem of accumulation as the basis of imperialism.
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Luxemburg’s methodological observations can be compared with Hilferding’s remarks 
in his review of the third volume of Theories of Surplus Value, published by Kautsky in 
1910 (Hilferding, 1911–1912). Among the many thinkers whom Marx discussed in 
portraying the breakdown of the Ricardian system, Hilferding singled out Richard Jones 
(1790–1855) as the one ‘who most clearly recognised and enunciated the historical char-
acter of capitalism’. Jones had shown that capitalist ground rent presupposes capitalist 
landed property, and that this, in turn, presupposes capitalist industry, the transforma-
tion of the labourer into a wage-worker, the appearance of an independent capitalist 
class, and equalization of the rates of profit. Jones highlighted the different forms of 
labour as the distinguishing characteristic of societies, and wage-labour as ‘the great dis-
tinctive phenomenon of our actual economical condition’, thus becoming, according to 
Hilferding, ‘one of the most important precursors of the materialist conception of history’. 
Jones stated quite explicitly that capital and the capitalist mode of production were to be 
‘accepted’ merely as a transitional phase in the development of social production, but this 
recognition remained, according to Hilferding, ‘completely barren for economic theory’. 
The ‘fundamentally new element in Marx’ was the combination of the historically 
informed ‘inductive method’ of Jones with Ricardo’s ‘abstract-deductive method’, thus 
explaining the historically conditioned character of capitalist society and the necessity of 
its supersession by a more developed form of labour organization as a law-governed pro-
cess. This methodological approach enabled Marx to raise the criticism of capitalism 
‘beyond historical description to theoretical comprehension’. It was not the discovery of the 
rules for the establishment of socialist societies, but rather an explanation of the laws of 
the capitalist world that turned socialism into science (Hilferding 1911 in Day and 
Gaido 2018: 322–323).

Rosa Luxemburg’s methodological approach very similar to Hilferding’s, and it is no 
coincidence that the reviews of Theories of Surplus Value triggered such complementary 
reflections by both.

Rosa Luxemburg’s Introduction to Political 
Economy and The Accumulation of Capital
Between 1906 and 1909, Luxemburg taught political economy at the SPD’s party school. 
In the course of that work she produced several teaching manuscripts, the most impor-
tant of which was later edited under the title Introduction to Political Economy (Hudis 
2013: 89–300). Besides some brilliant paragraphs like the quotation with which we 
introduced this article, the work contains few new insights into the method of Marxist 
political economy, because she was aiming at a more popular exposition, using examples 
from German economic facts to illustrate her points.

In 1913, Luxemburg published The Accumulation of Capital: A Contribution to the 
Economic Explanation of Imperialism, in which she argued that Marx had made a mistake 
in his exposition of expanded reproduction in the second volume of Capital. With the help 
of those accumulation schemes, Marx had explained how capitalism, in order to maintain 
equilibrium in production, must keep a certain proportion between Department I, pro-
ducing means of production, and Department II, producing articles of consumption. 
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However, she argued that Marx’s solution was untenable, because it did not take into 
account the real conditions of accumulation, particularly the increasing productivity of 
labour. She then offered an example in which the ratio between constant and variable capi-
tal grew gradually as a result of technical progress, arguing that Marx’s numbers did not fit 
in (Luxemburg 1951: 337). Furthermore, according to Luxemburg, Marx left something 
unexplained: where did the increasing demand for the portion of surplus value destined to 
be reinvested in accumulation come from? (Luxemburg 1951: 132–133). She concluded 
by stating that sources of demand external to capitalist society (mainly colonial regions 
with pre-capitalist modes of production and pre-capitalist residues in capitalist countries) 
were needed for the realization of surplus value (Luxemburg 1951: 446). This was the 
economic key to explain the rise of modern imperialism.

Luxemburg’s main argument was not well received by her contemporaries, with a few 
exceptions.5 Her case was based on evaluating the possibilities for value exchange among 
the different sectors of the capitalist economy, from the point of view of capital as a 
whole, but in real economic life, different capitalists are not buying and selling at the 
same time (Day 2012). In other words, by introducing only some of the conditions of 
concrete accumulation Rosa Luxemburg ultimately offered a flawed definition of impe-
rialism, although she correctly pointed out against Kautsky’s ‘centre’ (which argued that 
imperialism was a reversible economic policy) that imperialism was an unavoidable last 
stage in the development of capitalism. This does not imply that her method of analysis 
was wrong; it only serves as a reminder that methodology, important as it is for Marxist 
political economy, does not by itself guarantee correct results. We can understand the 
historical circumstances that conditioned her research and, at the same time, criticize her 
conclusions from the point of view of the development of political economy using the 
very method she did so much to develop and clarify.

Conclusion
Rosa Luxemburg consistently singled out three main themes in the Marxist critique of 
political economy: the necessity of analysing the totality of capitalist society from an 
international point of view before assessing any particular trend; the necessity of inter-
preting former works in the realm of political economy from a historical-dialectical point 
of view, which enables Marxists to show how certain economic points of view reflect 
stages of development of capitalist economy and particular class interests; and the criti-
cism of the different contemporary schools of bourgeois and revisionist political econ-
omy as variants of vulgar economics. Just as she criticized Bernstein for taking economic 
phenomena out of the overall development of capitalism, she emphasized the distinction 
between Marx’s dialectic-deductive method and the abstract-deductive method of classi-
cal political economy and criticized the blurring of fundamental theoretical issues by 
mainstream historians through the use of sterile definitions. Rosa Luxemburg believed 
that it is impossible to overcome ‘the hopeless uncertainty of today’s economists about 
themselves as well as about the nature of classical political economy’ within the frame-
work of decadent capitalist society – or, as she put it in her own inimitable style, that ‘it 
is just as impossible for today’s political economy to return to the deductive method and 
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the insight of the classics as it is for today’s “naïve” German cabaret poetry to return to 
the sweet Tandaradei of Walther von der Vogelweide’.
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Notes
1. Originally published as a series of articles in Leipziger Volkszeitung in 1898, see Tudor and 

Tudor 1988: 249–275. Issued as a separate booklet in 1899. A revised edition came out in 
1908, including an English version. The quotes in this article are taken from the revised ver-
sion of this edition in Scott (1970).

2. See also Luxemburg’s review Kautsky’s book on Bernstein in Luxemburg (1899).
3. For Marxists assessments of this school see Schmidt (1892) and Rubin (1926).
4. See Hilferding (1903).
5. For more details on the early reception of Rosa Luxemburg’s theory of imperialism see Gaido 

and Quiroga (2013).
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Appendix 1

From the literary legacy of Karl Marx
Rosa Luxemburg
8 January 1905
Source: Rosa Luxemburg, Aus dem literarischen Nachlaß von Karl Marx, Vorwärts, Nr. 7, 
8. Januar 1905. Reprinted in Luxemburg, Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 1, 2. Hbd., S.
462–476.

Theorien über den Mehrwert. Aus dem nachgelassenen Manuskript Zur Kritik der 
politischen Ökonomie von Karl Marx, herausgegeben von Karl Kautsky, Bd.I: Die 
Anfänge der Theorie vom Mehrwert bis Adam Smith, Stuttgart 1905.

Barely a quarter of a century has passed since Karl Marx’s death, and the treasure-
trove of his tremendous intellectual work is still not exhausted. The scientific work begun 
by Marx in the first half of the 19th century still feeds the 20th century, and we must 
confess it: from the first intellectual products of the young genius, as Mehring has 
recently reminded us by publishing his Literary Legacy,1 to the last unpublished work 
that Kautsky presents to us [in the first volume of Theories of Surplus Value], nothing has 
appeared in the field of political economy, indeed of the social sciences as a whole, com-
parable to those works in depth and universality of thought. The dead Marx is still the 
one who offers to the world’s fighting proletariat the most fruitful suggestions and guid-
ing ideas, and the dead Marx is still the one who walks with a victorious smile, as a living 
organism, among the larvae of bourgeois social science.

As Kautsky tells us in the prologue, it was due to purely external, accidental circum-
stances that first Engels and then Kautsky himself were unable to publish the work 
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written by Marx in the early 1860s and already promised by Engels in 1884.2 But the fact 
that this work, which lay hidden for almost half a century, has not in the least become 
outdated, obsolete, superfluous, that it can be thrown directly into the spiritual circula-
tion of the day like brilliant gold of the freshest stamp – that is not at all due to accidental 
circumstances. The work is a historical one – a history of bourgeois political economy 
– but precisely because of that it is not outdated; because bourgeois political economy 
once indeed had a history, namely that which Marx critically dissects, but since then it 
has no more. Its history as well as its life-thread came to an end soon after the classics, 
with the emergence of Marx’s doctrine. Since then, economics has been vegetating, turn-
ing around the circle of vulgar economy; the living, pulsating vein of economic research 
has been drawn into the stream of the proletarian-socialist world of ideas, and from this 
revolutionary world of thought now emerges the first (and only) historical work on the 
rise and fall of bourgeois political economy.

Externally, to be sure, Marx’s new work is not a finished, elaborated history, but rather 
a rough draft, a first outline of a work whose completion was reserved for a later period. 
We must only look at the footnotes attached [by Kautsky] to each chapter, referring to 
the corresponding manuscript pages, in order to get an idea of the gigantic work that the 
edition of this manuscript required. It was necessary to find a plan, a logical and histori-
cal development, in an enormous, continuous text without any apparent divisions 
(which, moreover, contained innumerable repetitions and digressions); a text with a 
thoroughly mixed-up content, as it arises in the process of understanding, in the first 
investigation of a field of study; and to bring out its external (i.e. chronological) form, 
while rendering to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s3 and avoiding the temptation to fill 
in the gaps or to build bridges by the editor’s own additions. Kautsky chose for himself 
the most difficult and thankless part of the editorial rights and duties, confining himself, 
as it were, with an invisible hand to arranging into a single whole the content of the 
intricate and convoluted Marxian manuscript; and, despite the fact that he was extraor-
dinarily free with the material, he ultimately offered nothing to the public except Marx 
himself and only Marx.

And Kautsky has thoroughly fulfilled that task. The book was clearly edited by him, 
but every thought and every word are from Marx, and what is offered to us is an 
organic whole of high formal maturity. Anyone who has not ruined his stylistic taste 
with modern, smooth, beautiful writing, with pedantically chiselled forms and coquet-
tishly worked out small flourishes, will even look with aesthetic enjoyment at the care-
lessly cast bodily structure, in which the inner, coarse-grained marble of the matter of 
thought appears even more brightly. The utterly unpretentious disposition chosen by 
Kautsky is also fortunate, because the further the reader advances, the more pleasantly 
enthralled he becomes. At first, he only finds loose remarks and quotations, as if he 
were leafing through a private notebook with a careless hand. Soon, during the frag-
ments, individual flashes of thought appear, suddenly shedding a revealing light on 
entire epochs and schools, giving the reader the certainty of a firmly established gen-
eral conception underlying the fragments. Little-by-little, the individual critical obser-
vations and fragments combine to form a large-scale historical work, and finally come 
three extensive digressions in which Marx, leaving history to go into the theory of 
political economy, delves into the solution of important problems which his critical 
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analysis of bourgeois economics had posed for him.4 With loving care and the deepest 
understanding, Kautsky, without prejudice to the transparent and consistent composi-
tion of the book, has been able to discern, save and present to us even Marx’s smallest 
elements of thought.

I
The book is called Theories of Surplus Value, and this title also coincides formally with the 
predominant content of this first volume. But anyone who knows the role and signifi-
cance of the theory of surplus value in Marx’s economic doctrine will know beforehand 
that this is not a partial investigation, a historical monograph, but the very essence of 
political economy in its historical development. Friedrich Engels says in his 
Anti-Dühring:

In thus showing how surplus-value arises, and how alone surplus-value can arise under the 
domination of the laws regulating the exchange of commodities, Marx exposed the mechanism 
of the existing capitalist mode of production and of the mode of appropriation based on it; he 
revealed the core around which the whole existing social order has crystallized.5

If, however, the deep significance of this fact, with all its consequences for capitalist 
economy, was not clear and evident enough from the previously published investigations 
of Marx – from A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy to Capital – then the 
newly published book contributes perfectly to emphasize it. After examining, in the first 
part of this volume, the various bourgeois conceptions of the origin of surplus value, 
Marx gives in the second part a critical historical analysis of the concept of ‘productive 
labour’. And here the significance of surplus value progressively unfolds before the reader, 
from a fragmentary isolated phenomenon, from an element of the economy, to the cen-
tral driving force of the whole social mechanism.

What is ‘productive labour’? For the vulgar economist it is merely a problem of defini-
tion, like all the basic concepts of political economy. After all, working with definitions 
is the tried and tested method that allows the economist, after a highly scientific process 
of investigation, to happily find at the end the same amount of wisdom that he himself 
had smuggled in at the beginning. An amusing example of this harmless game, which 
wants to find out the secret of an economic phenomenon by means of elaborate defini-
tions, is offered in our time by the investigation of cartels, of which probably a good 
dozen definitions of every length and taste have been produced – though admittedly to 
little effect.

The question of the ‘productivity of labour’ is also a matter of taste for the bourgeois 
economist. Whether one should call labour ‘productive’, depending on whether it pro-
duces commodities or material goods, or even more generally ‘useful services’; whether 
we should call the labour of the shoemaker, the tightrope walker and the Chancellor 
equally ‘productive’, or only individual kinds of labour; that is a point of contention of 
bourgeois political economy as old as economics itself, in the solution of which the more 
ingenuity the ‘scholars’ employed, the deeper political economy sank into vulgarity – and 
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yet, the bourgeois theoreticians never realized the profound significance of this problem 
for their science.

Here, as in all questions, Marx applies the dialectical method and proves that the 
concept of ‘productive labour’ is not the object of a private hobby nor the idea of an 
individual economist, but a historical product of society. Just as he put the population 
problem on a new ground, proving that there is no universal, absolute population law for 
all times and countries, but rather that every historical form of society has its own popu-
lation law – which, however, operates within its limits with the power of a natural law 
– Marx does not treat the concept of ‘productive labour’ as an etymological definition 
but as a historical category. Each economic form stamps a certain form of labour as ‘pro-
ductive’ from its own point of view, according to its own purpose. In primitive commu-
nist society, which was aimed at the direct self-consumption of the working people, every 
labour was considered ‘productive’ which served to produce and increase the sum of 
consumer goods of the commune. In the period of simple craft-like commodity produc-
tion, that labour was socially ‘productive’ which was materialized in the manufacture of 
commodities. Finally, in the capitalist economic order, which is directed neither at the 
production of use-values nor of commodities – the former are only the necessary general 
presupposition, the latter are the dominant form of capitalist production, whose real pur-
pose is the production of capital – in this society, logically, only the labour that creates 
capital, surplus value, appears as productive. But this already implies that it is work for 
others, exploited labour, work under class rule. The concept of productivity of labour in 
Marx’s analysis lies not in the relationship between man and matter – more generally, 
between man and nature – where the vulgar economist has been searching for it with the 
sweat of his brow for a century, but between man and man; a social relation lies hidden 
behind the concept of ‘productive labour’ as well as behind the concept of capital. Seen 
through the prism of that concept, capitalist society emerges before us as if on the palm 
of our hands, in the clearest colours and contours, in all the objective madness of its laws 
and in all the subjective perversity of its ideas; a society in which the innermost, the 
specific purpose of human labour, as it was given from God and nature, is the enrich-
ment of others; a society in which exploitation is the norm, whereas labour for the 
worker’s own good is regarded as an abnormality, a superfluity which serves no purpose; 
a society in which the ever-growing mass of people only fall under the concept of ‘pro-
ductive workers’ to the extent that they produce their own social slavery.

Only in the light of this analysis becomes comprehensible the general attack which 
bourgeois economy immediately launched with all its guns against the old Adam Smith, 
after he, in the concept of ‘productive labour’ as in most of the main laws of capitalist 
economy, pushing hard into the limits of knowledge with classical freedom, also uncov-
ered the transient character of that social form. The critical overview of the great contro-
versy between classical and vulgar political economy over the concept of ‘productive 
labour’ is the most profound and brilliant part of Marx’s work, which opens up a com-
pletely new path – albeit in the most perfect logical connection with the whole of Marx’s 
system – for gaining insight into the overall character of the capitalist economy and its 
historical conditionality.

Only in the light of that insight does the critical history of the bourgeois theories of 
surplus value, which constitutes the main content of this volume, appear in its true 
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meaning. By following Marx’s outline of the development of the theory of surplus value, 
from the original idea that capitalist profit grows and matures in agricultural lands as a 
billowing cornfield, to the insight that ground rent is conversely produced in the factory 
under the steam of industrial engines, he sketches the history of the ‘crystal core’ around 
which all the other concepts of the different trends and schools of political economy are 
logically organized.

What should particularly strike the economic investigator in this historical picture is 
the apparently completely disconnected development of the intimately bound theories 
of value and surplus value. Rather, the two theories move along two separate and seem-
ingly independent lines; for example, in the mercantilists, where we find very clear pre-
monitions of the labour theory of value and at the same time the most vulgar derivation 
of profit from commercial cheating6, while, on the other hand, we find the first scientific 
explanation of surplus value in the Physiocrats alongside a very crude theory of value, 
which regarded value in gross-materialistic terms as a natural substance. It is only through 
the combination of the developed labour theory of value with the explanation of surplus 
value derived from the production process that a rounded-up doctrine, which solves all 
the problems of the capitalist economy, emerged. Why the knot in which the theory of 
value met with the scientific explanation of surplus value could not be found following 
the path of bourgeois political economy, but rather itself constituted its Gordian knot, 
which only Marx could cut, finds an explanation in every individual case in Marx’s book.

If one of the three independent theoretical appendices deals with the history of the 
above-mentioned problem of ‘productive labour’, the other two deal in various ways with 
the circulation and reproduction of capital. Kautsky apologizes, as it were, in the pream-
ble for including here statements that represent repetitions of what Marx says in his other 
economic works. In fact, the same problem of the explanation of Quesnay’s Tableau 
économique is treated with greater brevity and simplicity in the economic chapter of 
Engels’ Anti-Dühring, edited by Marx himself; likewise, the problem of the dissolution 
of the total social product into wages and revenues is already found in the second volume 
of Capital in an incomparably more mature and precise form.7 But if we are indebted to 
Kautsky for something, it is especially for the careful review and publication of that great 
second appendix in this volume.8

We can trace here in its emergence the most important and hitherto least appreciated 
part of Marx’s economic doctrine. The whole appendix, precisely because it brings to 
light not the finished results, but the process of Marx’s investigation itself, is a model of 
theoretical-economic analysis, as it has never been applied by bourgeois economics either 
before Marx or after him. The fact that the German ‘historical school’ is merely descrip-
tive rather than analytical follows logically from its ‘historical’ mission of obscuring the 
knowledge of the conformity to law of capitalism. It was equally natural for the early 
vulgar economists, whose method was not to uncover the inner objective connections of 
the social processes but to describe them from the point of view of the single capitalist, 
as they appear to him on the social surface, distorted by the laws of competition, and to 
utter under the pretence of scientific investigation merely a series of ‘common sense’ 
trivialities. For them the babbler Say remained a role model for all time. But even among 
the classics, their deductive method was based more on ingenious hunches at the great 
connections of the capitalist economy, on intuitions resulting from the completely 
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unprejudiced positions of Petty, Smith and Ricardo towards bourgeois society, which at 
the same time they regarded as the one and only absolute form of society.

Only from the completely different standpoint of Marx towards his research material, 
from the position of the socialist, who from a higher vantage point surveys the limits of 
the bourgeois economy form, briefly from the dialectical method of Marx, did the pos-
sibility arise of carrying out a real analysis even of the individual problems of political 
economy. In what a masterful and rigorously scientific way Marx applied the analytic 
procedure to political economy, that is shown in the second appendix of his new book, 
in which he sets to the task with painstaking, untiring diligence, and gradually, through 
the posing of the problems, the elimination of variable factors, the specification of the 
actual problems, the confrontation with adjacent concepts, trial solutions and demon-
strations a contrario [from the opposite], penetrating into the matter step by step, as with 
a chisel, reaches that solution which he gave us in the second volume of Capital in the 
finished form of a construction completed a priori, namely his original theory of the 
exchange between the production of articles of consumption and the production of 
means of production. For those who want to deal seriously with the problem of crises, 
this fragment will in many cases be just as important and stimulating as the correspond-
ing chapters in the second volume of Capital.9

II
Political economy is, in a way, unique among the sciences, as the only example of a dis-
cipline which is prevented from writing its own history. For historiography, in this case, 
the first condition is the insight into the connection between the social process and its 
theoretical reflection, the absence of which forms precisely the scientific basis of bour-
geois political economy and its methods. And this leads to the remarkable circumstance 
that political economy is in the dark about its field of research, about its very subject 
matter, while its learned historians desperately look for the beginnings of economic theo-
ries at the dawn of human history, in the classical Orient, almost at the age of the ape 
man; in short, they try to trace them back everywhere but to its only real subject matter 
– the capitalist mode of production. The idea of bourgeois society as an absolute and eter-
nal form of society with regard to the future logically corresponds to the idea of political 
economy as an absolute and eternal science with regard to the past. And it follows from 
both assumptions that the history of political economy could only be written by a social-
ist, more precisely only from Marx’s standpoint.

Apparently, of course, the material background of the social form of consciousness, 
of ideology, nowhere lies so much within reach, nowhere is it as easy to grasp as in the 
theories about economic life itself. But precisely here it has become evident what hap-
pens with those natural, instinctive applications of historical materialism without 
Marx’s dialectic, about which many ‘overcomers’ of Marx’s ‘dogmas’ make so much 
fuss.10 Nothing shows as strikingly as the history of political economy that in the non-
Marxist applications of materialism precisely that crude derivation of the most abstract 
ideological forms directly out of the soup bowl can be observed, of which Marx’s ‘one-
sided’ conception of history is routinely accused by the committed representatives of 
historical eclecticism.11
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Apart from purely chronological ‘historicism’ as represented, for example, by Professor 
Roscher, which allowed him to write a huge volume on the history of German political 
economy that – except for the German Karl Marx – has almost no history in it; a volume 
in which he parades, with the same pedantic pomposity, the Ernestine and Albertine 
pamphlets12 quarrel about the medieval currency debasement practices of the German 
princes, and Adam Smith’s discoveries and their reflection in Germany;13 apart from 
such mindless chroniclers, for whom each pamphlet serves, as everything in God’s crea-
tion, to reflect the mind of the Creator – in this case, the scholarly wisdom of the histo-
rian – there are some histories of political economy, such as Adolphe Blanqui’s, which 
contain a wealth of materialistic indications and explanations.14 But that materialism is 
usually exhausted in such empirical trivialities as the observation that mercantilist theory 
was connected with the advent of cities and international commerce; that the free trade 
doctrine (Manchesterlehre) was connected with the emergence of manufactory and capi-
talist production, and the like. Yet the fate of the first scientific system of political econ-
omy, the Physiocratic School, already shows how much the economic theory of bourgeois 
society is a book sealed with seven seals for that very society. While, for example, a spe-
cialist in the field, Professor Oncken from Bern, stirs up the dust of 13 libraries and 
makes all of the faculties of economic science sneeze in order to determine the epoch-
making fact of whom among the physiocrats first used the expression laisser faire, laisser 
passer, the meaning of that fighting slogan of emerging capitalism itself, which stood in 
striking contradiction to the Physiocrats’ glorification of farmers as the only ‘productive 
class’ and to their demotion of the industrial middle class to the role of parasites of the 
landlords, remains an impenetrable mystery for bourgeois historians. And the specialist 
Oncken assures us with full seriousness that the central issue of Quesnay’s whole eco-
nomic theory is the theory of prices! A naive confession that he has not understood the 
ABC of the ingenious creator of the Tableau économique.15

Another bourgeois historian, the Englishman Ingram, taken very seriously by the 
guild of German scholarship, even feeds us with the profound observation that ‘the par-
tiality of the (physiocratic) school for agriculture’ was an expression of the taste that 
prevailed in pre-revolutionary France for ‘nature’ and for ‘primitive simplicity’ à la 
Rousseau; that it was, so to speak, a translation into the language of political economy of 
Watteau’s fêtes galantes and the powdered shepherd scenes of Boucher.16 Marx gives in a 
few pages a general analysis of the Physiocratic School, which is at the same time the first 
scientific solution to all the apparent contradictions of that system and the most brilliant 
example of the application of the dialectical-materialistic conception of history, proving 
that ‘all these are contradictions of capitalist production as it works its way out of feudal 
society, and interprets feudal society itself only in a bourgeois way, but has not yet dis-
covered its own peculiar form—somewhat as philosophy first builds itself up within the 
religious form of consciousness, and in so doing on the one hand destroys religion as 
such, while on the other hand, in its positive content, it still moves only within this reli-
gious sphere, idealized and reduced to terms of thought’.17

In the same way Marx puts all the twists and turns in the theoretical ideas of bour-
geois political economy in their historical context, and in so doing elucidates their mean-
ing. In particular, the peculiar destiny of the theory of value seems to us to deserve special 
attention. It is indeed an interesting fact that as early as the 17th century, that is, under 
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the domination of guild-dominated commodity production, we find a profound under-
standing of the labour theory of value as developed by Petty, Locke, and North; while 
since Ricardo, precisely as the capitalist mode of production reached its full develop-
ment, which in any case brings to light the foundations of labour value more clearly than 
ever through the daily price revolutions associated with technical upheavals, a radical 
departure from the labour theory of value, and finally an escape into the psychological 
fog of the ‘subjective school’ took place. Marx solves the question with a few brief obser-
vations, by pointing out that the first conceptions of the labour theory of value were not 
Sunday observations by idle ‘innovators’ of political economy, but polemical weapons of 
emerging capital against the ruling landownership, not inspirations born out of a ‘spirit 
of investigation’ suspended in the air, but ideological reflections of the class struggle of the 
bourgeoisie against feudalism. And from that it becomes clear, without further ado, that 
as soon as the labour theory of value turned into the theoretical weapon of the rising 
proletariat against the bourgeoisie, it became for the latter and its official ‘science’ a 
‘superannuated’ standpoint – just as liberalism and democracy. In strict parallelism with 
its political transformations, the bourgeoisie, also in the field of political economy, 
remained a carrier of scientific research only as long as it opposed feudal society; it imme-
diately fell into vulgar economics and apologetics as soon as it found itself confronted by 
the rising working class. And just as the theoretical history of socialism moved away from 
utopia into the realm of science, Marx describes for the first time the history of bourgeois 
political economy as it moved away from science into utopia – from the knowledge of the 
internal laws of motion of bourgeois society to the apologetic doctrine about the per-
petual existence of that society against its own laws of motion.

In this volume, Marx analyses in detail the vulgar reaction that had already taken 
place against Adam Smith. In the other volumes, Kautsky promises to give us the analysis 
of Ricardo and the dissolution of his school, and thus also the demise of scientific politi-
cal economy in general, that is, the theoretical inauguration of the proletarian class 
struggle.18

III
With the History of Political Economy now being published, Marx’s Capital and with it 
his work of scientific overcoming of bourgeois society is completed. Like all the funda-
mental works of Marx, this book is not only a scholarly achievement of the first order, 
but a historical act that can only be appreciated in connection with the historical struggle 
of Social Democracy and in the light of that struggle.

For official bourgeois science, of course, this brilliant fruit of Marx’s spirit also does 
not exist. It appears at a time when bourgeois political economy finds itself at a much 
more advanced stage of decomposition than when Capital first appeared. When the first 
volume of Marx’s main work was published [in 1867], the ‘historical school’ was in its 
prime; at the time of the appearance of the second volume and into the 1890s, ‘subjectiv-
ism’ in bourgeois circles made false pretences of a new revival in the science of political 
economy. Today, apart from a general hangover, only the Lotz-Brentano mass factory of 
hopeful doctors with a microscopic-anatomical institute for the investigation of the ‘sci-
entific’ daily needs of business-making capital has remained of the ‘historical school’.19 
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The ‘subjective’ Böhm-Bawerk-Jevons’ fraternity, after having proved its arid sterility in 
all the fundamental problems of political economy, has no idea how to deal with the only 
new problem with which it really has any business – with the cartels. The resounding 
call, which can be heard here and there, to return to the deductive method of the old 
classics is a telling symptom of this desperate state of political economy.

That this call was born of the hopeless uncertainty of today’s economists about them-
selves as well as about the nature of classical political economy is proven by the fact that, 
for example, the youngest herald of the ‘deductive method’ is none other than the 
Frankfurt Professor Pohle, the scientific representative of the Homeowners’ Association, 
the thoughtful spokesman of the urban real-estate speculators, the theoretical advocate 
of Shylock’s right to the pound of proletarian flesh translated into the modern, urban 
age.20 So the Professor has no idea that the ‘deductive method’ of the classics is not a 
mechanical intellectual tool that can be grabbed at will, like a corkscrew from the cup-
board, and used by every waiter to serve the gentlemen, but that it is the cheerfully 
unbiased Homeric view of the young world with which the patriarch of political econ-
omy, Adam, strolled around in divine nakedness in the paradise of bourgeois society, 
then still in the bud. After bourgeois science tasted from the tree of knowledge of class 
antagonisms and, dismayed at its nakedness, slipped into the bureaucratic wreck of the 
salaried professor; after, in particular, Marx’s knowledge became flesh in three million 
thinking heads, it is just as impossible for today’s political economy to return to the 
deductive method and the insight of the classics as it is for today’s ‘naive’ German cabaret 
poetry21 to return to the sweet Tandaradei of Walther von der Vogelweide.22

We cannot therefore agree with the optimistic expectations of Kautsky, who in his 
preface looks forward to a reversal of bourgeois economics to a more profound and fruit-
ful study of the classical school. Anyhow, the luminaries of academic wisdom may still 
notice that it is the very representative of Marxism, whose rigid dogmatism and heretical 
thought they have so often denounced, who, with mild, generous humanity, goes so far 
as to expect that even their mental bunch of thistles will again bear the figs of scientific 
knowledge.

In a certain sense, however, there is no doubt that professorial science will also 
appropriate Kautsky’s new gift, just as it fed on Marx’s earlier discoveries to the present 
day – namely by breaking up the immense substance into individual particles in order 
to insert some chunks of real knowledge into their scientific emptiness. In all its great-
ness and revolutionary spirit, also Marx’s new work can only come alive in the strug-
gling proletariat.

At first glance, of course, the connection between a critical history of bourgeois 
political economy and the daily struggles of Social Democracy seems difficult to grasp, 
particularly because the lively feeling for the significance of theory in the mighty and 
broad current of the proletarian movement has not come out clearly enough lately. 
Undoubtedly, the entire struggle of Social Democracy is animated by Marx’s insight 
into the social conditions and goals, just as, for example, a train travelling on a certain 
track already follows the prescribed course through the law of inertia. However, the 
practical minutiae and the everyday economic and political skirmishes threaten more 
and more to push into the background the inevitably conscious process of reconstruc-
tion, of re-evaluation of the whole intellectual world of the proletariat in the spirit of 
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Marx’s revolutionary world-view. The extent to which this process is a constant, press-
ing need has again been demonstrated in the last few days, when a Social Democrat, 
officially and formally appointed to represent the Party and to educate the masses, 
developed the theory of a metaphysical ‘religious feeling’ which supposedly lives in 
every human breast, and of the need to preserve religion without the priests in the 
future as well; a theory of the ‘undermining’ of the Church wholly analogous to the 
famous theory of the undermining of capitalism, and sharing with it a common root 
in the complete alienation (Entfremdung) of the materialistic conception of history.23 
That case as many others clearly shows that it is our task to win not only the widest 
possible masses for the formal recognition of the programme of Social Democracy, but 
to revolutionize from the ground up the way of thinking of those masses, above all of 
our agitators, by means of Marx’s doctrine. Only in that way, and not merely by the 
admission of fresh troops into the electoral masses of Social Democracy, into the Party 
and trade union organizations, can the proletariat free itself intellectually from the rule 
of the bourgeoisie and its class culture.

In this sense, Marx’s new book is a rich source of intellectual stimulation, and it is 
particularly called to refresh and inspire the intellectual powers of that important troop 
of our agitators, who influence the great mass of the proletariat through the medium of 
the press and parliamentary activity. To study Marx’s fundamental works with honest 
diligence and to find the bridge between his scientific theories and the practice of Social 
Democracy based on them, in order to protect oneself and the masses from the threat of 
mental sclerosis and ideological degeneration in the daily struggle – that is the task of the 
Social Democratic editors, journalists and parliamentarians. For them, above all, the 
book presented to us by Kautsky is destined, through the high spiritual enjoyment it 
offers, to become the starting point of a new zealous cultivation of theory in the ranks of 
the Party. A little less stormy enthusiasm in warding off clerical attacks on bourgeois art 
or in the establishment of a consumers’ unions, and a more enthusiastic effort to under-
stand the historical, philosophical and economic roots of the Social Democratic class 
struggle; a return from the worn-out copper coin of the makeshift daily problems and 
solutions to the bright gold of Marx’s conception in all its world-encompassing power – 
that is what the new last work from Marx’s scientific legacy urges us to do.

Notes
 1. Aus dem literarischen Nachlaß von Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels und Ferdinand 

Lassalle. Herausgegeben von Franz Mehring. Bd. I: Gesammelte Schriften von Karl Marx und 
Friedrich Engels. Von März 1841 bis Mäi 1844, Stuttgart 1902.

 2. ‘It is sufficient to enumerate the manuscript material that Marx left [...] Firstly, a manuscript 
entitled “Zur Kritik der politischen Okonomie”, 1,472 pages in 23 notebooks, written between 
August 1861 and June 1863. [...] The themes treated in Volume 2 [of Capital], however, as 
well as many treated later in Volume 3, are not yet grouped together. They are dealt with in 
passing in the section that forms the main body of the manuscript, pp. 220–972 (notebooks V 
I-XV): Theorien über den Mehrwert [Theories of Surplus Value]. This section contains a detailed 
critical history of the crucial question in political economy, the theory of surplus-value, while 
at the same time most of the points that were specifically investigated later in the manuscript 
for Volumes 2 and 3, in their logical context, are developed here in polemical opposition to 
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Marx’s predecessors. My intention is to publish the critical portion of this manuscript, leaving 
aside the passages already covered in Volumes 2 and 3, as Volume 4 of Capital’. (Engels’ Preface 
to Capital, Vol. 2, dated ‘on Marx’s birthday, 5 May 1884’. Penguin ed., p. 84.)

 3. [A reference to Matthew 22:21.]
 4. [Kautsky’s edition of the first volume of Theories of Surplus Value included three appendixes: 

one on Quesnay’s Tableau économique, another on Adam Smith’s dissolution of the whole 
capital in wages and profit (i.e. leaving out of consideration constant capital), and a third one 
on the concept of productive labour.]

 5. [Frederick Engels, Anti-Dühring (1877), Part II. Political Economy. VII. Capital and Surplus 
Value. Luxemburg’s emphasis.]

 6. [A reference to the mercantilist notion of ‘profit upon alienation’. See Rubin II (1979) A 
History of Economic Thought, London: Ink Links, pp. 55, 68.]

 7. [A reference to Frederick Engels, Anti-Dühring, Part II: Political Economy, and Karl Marx, 
Capital, Vol. 2, Part Three: The Reproduction and Circulation of the Total Social Capital]

 8. [The ‘Second Appendix’ does not appear in the English edition of the first volume of Theories 
of Surplus Value. It was entitled ‘Adam Smith and the concept of productive labor’ and con-
tained four sections: ‘1. Investigation of the problem of the resolution of all capital into wages 
and profit. First presentation of question’ (pp. 106–125 of the English edition). ‘2. Further 
investigation of the problem. Second posing of the question’ (pp. 125–150 of the English 
edition). ‘3. Exchange between capital and capital, and the impact of changes in value on it’ 
(pp. 187–198 and 219–220 of the English edition). ‘4. Exchange of revenue and capital’ (pp. 
230–252 of the English edition).]

 9. [A reference to Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 2, Chapter 20: Simple Reproduction, and Chapter 
21: Accumulation and Reproduction on an Expanded Scale]

10. [A reference to Eduard Bernstein, The Preconditions of Socialism, Chapter 2: Marxism and the 
Hegelian dialectic, Section (a) The pitfalls of the Hegelian dialectical method.]

11. [‘A new theory always first appears in sharp apodictic formulation. In order to make itself felt, 
it must demonstrate the untenability of the old theory, and in this struggle one-sidedness and 
exaggeration are unavoidable’. Bernstein E (1993) The Preconditions of Socialism, Cambridge, 
MA: Cambridge University Press, p. 15]

12. [A reference to the Ernestine and Albertine branches of the House of Wettin, a dynasty of 
German counts, dukes, prince-electors and kings that once ruled territories in the present-day 
German states of Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt and Thuringia.]

13. [A reference to Wilhelm Roscher, Geschichte der National-Oekonomik in Deutschland, München: 
R. Oldenbourg, 1874. Roscher deals with Karl Marx on pp. 1020–1022 and 1040.]

14. [A reference to Adolphe Blanqui, Histoire de l’économie politique en Europe depuis les anciens 
jusqu’à nos jours; suivie d’une bibliographie raisonnée des principaux ouvrages d’économie poli-
tique, Paris: Guillaumin, 1860. 2 vols.]

15. [A reference to August Oncken, Die Maxime Laissez faire et laissez passer, ihr Ursprung, ihr 
Werden. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Freihandelslehre, Bern: Druck und Verlag von K.J. 
Wyss, 1886.]

16. [‘The partiality of the school for agriculture was in harmony with the sentiment in favour 
of “nature” and primitive simplicity which then showed itself in so many forms in France, 
especially in combination with the revolutionary spirit, and of which Rousseau was the most 
eloquent exponent’. Ingram JK (1901) A History of Political Economy. Edinburgh; New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, p. 65.]

17. [Marx K (1963) Theories of Surplus Value (Volume IV of Capital), Part I. Moscow: Progress, 
p. 52.]
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18. [The second volume of Theories of Surplus Value in Kautsky’s edition carried the title David 
Ricardo, and the third, published in 1910, Von David Ricardo zur Vulgarökonomie.]

19. [A reference to the journal Münchener Volkswirtschaftliche Studien, edited by Lujo Brentano 
and Walther Lotz.]

20. [A reference to Ludwig Pohle, Die Entwicklung des deutschen Wirtschaftslebens im 19. 
Jahrhundert: Fünf Vorträge, Leipzig: Teubner, 1904. In Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice, 
the usurer Shylock agrees to loan Antonio money but asks for a pound of Antonio’s flesh as a 
guarantee (William Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice, Act 1, Scene 3).]

21. [Überbrettl-Lyrik: Überbrettl was the first venue in Germany for literary Kabarett, founded 
1901 in Berlin by Ernst von Wolzogen. The German Kabarett was copied from French mod-
els like Le Chat Noir in Paris, but the German type developed its own peculiarities, most 
prominently its characteristic gallows humour.]

22. [A reference to ‘Under der linden’, a famous poem written by the medieval German lyric poet 
Walther von der Vogelweide.]

23. [A reference to the reformist positions defended by Eduard Bernstein in the debate over revi-
sionism (1898–1903).]




